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Van Kirk v. Ptnn. Ry. Co., 76 Pa. St. 66. Conductor may rely on ticket and 
not be personally liable for ejection of passenger if only reasonable and neces- 
sary force is used. ///. Ctnt. v. Jackson, 79 S. W. 1187 (Ky.). Passenger has 
the right to be carried according to the custom of the road, but cannot insist 
npon being carried otherwise. Btauckamp v. I. &* G. Ry. Co., 56 Tex. 239. 

Conflict of Laws — Married Woman's Contract— Lex Loci Con- 
tractus— Garrioue et al, v. Keller, 74 N. E. (Ind.). 523-— Held, that a 
promissory note drawn and delivered in the state of a married woman's domi- 
cile and to be performed in another state is binding upon her as surety in the 
state where it is to be performed, although she would have been without 
capacity to make such a contract in that state. 

It is the established rule that a contract void by the Lex Loci Contrac- 
tus is void in the state of its performance. Hager v. National German 
American Bank, 105 Ga. 116; Union Nat. Bark v. Chapman, 169 N. Y. 538. 
But where as in this case capacity is given by the Lex Loci Contractus and 
denied by the Lex Solutioniis some cases hold the other way. United States 
v. Gar ling House, 4 Ben. 194; Phoenix Mutual Life Ins. Co. v. Simons. 53 
Mo. app. 385; Voigt v. Brown, 42 Hun 394; Poison v. Slewart.iby Mass. 
an. When the Lex Loci Contractus and the Lex Solutionis do not conflict 
the Lex Loci Contractus will prevail against the Lex 
Domicilii. First National Bank v. Mitchell, 92 Fed. 565; Bowles &* 
v. Field, 78 Fed. 642. And even where the married woman does not leave the 
place of her domicile but contracts in another state through an agent or by 
mail the Lex Loci Contractus will prevail against the Lex domicilii. First 
National Bank v. Freeman, Supra; Bell v. Packard, 69 Me. 105 ; Millikin 
v. Pratt, 125 Mass. 374. But see contra. Freeman's Appeal, 68 Conn. 533- 
Parties may stipulate in regard to certain matters as to what law shall gov- 
ern. Depau v. Humphreys, 20 Martin R. 1., but see Van Schatke v. Ed- 
wards, 2 Johns. Cas. 355. 

Constitutional Law — Chinese Exclusion— Claim of Citizenship. — 
United States v. Tu Toy, 2 5 Sp. Ct. 644. — Held, that the decision of the Sec- 
retary of Commerce and Labor affirming the denial by immigration officers of 
the right of a person of Chinese descent to enter the United States is conclu- 
sive on the Federal courts under the act of August 18, 1894. 

This case, analogous to two earlier decisions must be considered good 
law. United States v. Wong Kim Ark, 169 U, S. 649; Chin Bak Kan v. U. 
S., 185 U. S. 193. But see dissenting opinion by Mr. Justice Brewer and also 
United States v. Gee Mun Sang, 93 Fed. 365. United States v. Sing Tuck, 
194 U. S. 161, does not decide the question. Where citizenship is not claimed 
the secretary's decision is final in all cases. See authorities cited and In rt 
Lie Gee Ling, 85 Fed, 635. Congress may prescribe rules of evidence. Uni- 
ted States v. Williams, 83 Fed. 997 ; Fong Yue Ting v. United States, 149 
U. S. 698. Congress is subject to constitutional provisions against unreason- 
able seizures. United States v. Wong Quong Wong, 94 Fed. 832. Decision 
where favorable to the right of entry is not conclusive on the Federal courts. 
In re Ki Sing, 30 C. C. A. 451 ; In re Li Foon, 80 Fed. 881. 

Constitutional Law— Interstate Commerce. — State v. Delamkter, 
104 N. W. 537 (S. D.). — Held, that the interstate commerce clause of the Fed- 
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eral Constitution is not contravened by sections of a state code making it an 
offense for a travelling salesman to take orders for intoxicating liquors with- 
out a license. Haney, J., dissenting. 

A license tax for negotiating the sale in one state of goods in another is, 
in effect, a tax on goods sold and the state cannot levy a tax on goods without 
its jurisdiction. Hynesv. Briggs, 41 Fed, 470; Brown v. Hans ton, 114 U. S. 
622. But where the one negotiating the sales has the goods with him for de- 
livering such goods may be taxed, if no discrimination is made against them 
as the property of residents of other states. Howe Mack. Co. v. Gage, 100 
U, S. 676; Singer Co. v. Wright, 33 Fed» iai. By virtue of its power to reg- 
ulate interstate commerce Congress may authorize a person to import and sell 
intoxicating liquors in "the original package"; but here the power of Congress 
ceases and the power of the state begins. Brown v. Maryland, 25 U. S. 422; 
Re Beine,4* Fed. 546. In such a case only the importer may sell under the act. 
License Cases, 46 U. S. 504; State v. Intoxicating Liquors, 69 Me. 524. By 
the "Wilson Act," 26 Stat, at L. 313, the sale of intoxicating liquors after en- 
tering the territorial limits of the state is left to state legislation. 

Constitutional Law — State Statutes— Construction.— Clark - v. 
Nash, 25 Sp. Ct. 676. — Held, that the construction put upon a state statute by 
the state court is binding upon the U. S. Supreme Court. Harlan and Brewer, 
JJ. dissenting. 

On questions of a general commercial nature the courts of the United 
States will not follow the state decisions. Goodman v. Simonds, 61 U. S. 343. 
But it is otherwise on a question of a purely local nature such as real estate law. 
Clark v. Graham, 19 U. S. 557. Or the construction of state statutes, espe- 
cially when the statute has become a rule of property in that state. R. Co. v. 
Pa., 98 U. S. 359. Where, however, the rights of the parties have arisen be- 
fore the state court has construed the statute the Supreme Court will follow 
its own views. Carrol Co. Smith, in U. S. 556. Or where such decisions 
have not been uniform. Enfield v. Jordan, 119U. S. 680. Also, in deter- 
mining whether a state statute is in violation of a provision of the Federal Con- 
stitution the Supreme Court will follow its own judgment even if opposed to 
prior decisions of the state court. R. Co. v. Palmer, 109 U. S. 244; Yich Wo 
v. Hopkins, 118 U. S. 356. The above case not coming under any of these 
exceptions was undoubtedly in accordance with prior decisions. 

Corporations — Accommodation Notes— Ultra Virus — Estoppel.— Per- 
kins v. Times Reality Co., 61 Atl. 167 (N. J.).— Held, a corporation can not 
be heard to plead that accommodation notes, given with the consent of the 
stockholders, were ultra vires. 

Fifty years ago the courts would have summarily declared it to be il- 
legal for a business corporation to become an accommodation indorser on com- 
mercial paper but to-day it will be bound on such paper in the hands of a bona 
fide holder without notice and before maturity. Marshall Corporations 287; 
Wright v. Pipe Co., ioi Pa, 204; National Park Bank v. German Mu- 
tual Warehousing &* Security Co., 116 N. Y. 281. The old doctrine has 
been further modified, according to the weight of authority, and it seems that 
a corporation, will be estopped from pleading ultra vires to accommodation 
paper, irrespective of whether the holder is bona fide or not, provided all the 
stockholders have assented and no creditors object. Murphy v. Arkansas and 



